Abstract: A retraction of a scientific paper is made, most often due to errors or lack of publishing ethics on the part of authors, or, on occasion, duplicate publication by a publisher in error. The retraction notice that accompanies the retraction is an extremely important document, because it is the only information that provides a background to the public regarding the reason why the manuscript was retracted. In most cases, if the retraction
1
. Greater awareness and tools to detect such cases have most likely been the reason for a spike in the number of journals issuing retractions 2 
.
Retraction notices thus serve not only to correct the literature, they also serve as important historical documents that inform, and alert, peers and the wider scientific public, that errors exist in that scientific paper, most likely as a result of the permeability and imperfection of the traditional peer review system 3, 4 .
Retractions (and also errata, corrigenda and expressions of concern) need to be issued quickly, openly and transparently, and should be informative. In most cases, the correct way to represent a retraction is with a prominent red, water-marked "RETRACTION" stamped across each page of the original retracted PDF file or HTML content online. In most cases, publishers tend to publish a PDF file as the retraction notice and this may or may not have an equivalent HTML text. The retraction notice is thus an important document that bridges the divide between what other scientists or peers can see, and what the propents of the retraction (i.e., the authors, the editors, and the publisher) know. The document is important, and is in fact an essential complement to the public academic record. The importance of the public nature of the notice becomes greater when we are dealing with scentists who have either received public funding, or whose paid salaries are based on tax-payers' (i.e., public) funds. The same principle applies to corrections or corrigenda, or to errata, which point out other errors in the manuscript, but which do not necessarily result in a retraction.
Retraction Notices should be Open to the Public
One of the salient points regarding retraction notices specified in the COPE (Committee on Publication Ethics) retraction guidelines (COPE 2015) 5 is that " Notices of retraction should …be freely available to all readers (i.e. not behind access barriers or available only to subscribers)." COPE consists of, on the 13th July 2015, 10,124 members (http://publicationethics.org/members). One would thus expect that paying COPE member journals and publishers would follow the rules and guidelines set out for them by COPE. Thus, should any COPE member be charging money for access to retraction notices, would this not be a direct violation of COPE's code of conduct?
Should non-COPE members adhere to the same principle? Despite this, several journals and publishers, some of which are COPE members, are selling the retraction (or expression of concern, errata, or corrigenda) notices (10 cases shown in Appendix 1).
Questioning Pay Walled Retraction Notices
The morality of the business model in which information should be freely available to other scientists and the public, but is not, but is instead sold for a profit, is thus highly questionable. In most cases, the retraction notice is a PDF file, sometimes only a single page long, with information that is vital to public understanding, yet is sold for a few dozen US$. The ethics of the business model employed by COPE members then becomes questioned when we are dealing explicitly with COPE members that are issuing retraction notices behind a pay wall, even though COPE has explicitly indicated that the best practice is not to do so. One of the academic and corporate responsibilities of publishers is to be consistent with the ethics and the rules of engagement that they impose upon the authorship 6 . If, however, a publisher is unable to respect the principles by which it claims to abide by, then what does this say about the business model, or the ethics, of that publisher?
Conclusions
Retractions are becoming increasingly part and parcel of the publishing platform. Retraction notices serve as the only information available to the public informing them of the background. Thus, they should be both open, and free to view. This issue needs wider and more serious debate and greater enforcement by COPE of COPE members. Those publishers that are not COPE members need to reflect on the ethics of selling information that is vital to other scientists and the public. Post-publication peer review is one tool that allows scientists to identify such discrepancies between publisher's stated norms, guidelines and ethics, and their actual practice, and bring them to the attention of the wider scientific community 7 . The porous nature of COPE's clause 3.1 of its code of conduct for editors is another issue of concern related to COPE and COPE member journals and publishers 8 .
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